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MacArthur and Taft: It can now be definitely stated that General MacArthur is completely and 
wholeheartedly on the side of Senator Taft in the present campaign. 


It is necessary to reiterate this, because various Administration columnists have been saying for 
some time that this was not so sure, that the General was really playing his own game to the end that 
he might win the nomination at the Convention as a dark horse. Indeed, some in the Taft camp 
privately talked in worried terms about the situation. Finally, a little flurry occurred which, how- 
ever, was found to possess no substance whatsoever. 


Fearing that there might be some question of the close relations between the General and the 
Senator, friends of Taft consulted the General — we learn this from knowledgable sources in New 
York. But what MacArthur had to say removed any of the Taft apprehensions and the meeting ended 
in a clearer understanding than previously. 


The General surprised and gratified the Taft friends beyond all their hopes. MacArthur placed 
himself completely at the service of the Senator’s cause, offering to speak in behalf of Taft and to 
back him to the limit at the Convention. One point especially pleased the Taft friends: the General 
volunteered the opinion that the defense budget of the U.S., if properly handled, could be cut between 


$20 and $25 billions — an estimate which amply supports the thesis which Taft has upheld in recent 
speeches. 


It is emphasized — among those who attended the conference — that the General asked for 
absolutely no reward. Friends of the General, however, believe that he expects a reward; and no one 
who knows Taft doubts that the Senator, if elected, would be eager to offer it to him. It would be 
the mission of completely reshaping our whole defense system and strategy and, as a by-product, the 
cleaning out of the Pentagon, root and branch. 


Disunity as Usual: The so-called “unified” Defense Department is displaying its customary three- 
way (Army vs. Air Force vs. Navy) conflict — with a new bone to scramble over — atomic power. 
The Army wants to control atomic military power so as to use it in artillery fire, a dispersed and 
highly expensive employment of the highly expensive nuclear energy. The Navy wants atomic bombs 
for delivery from aircraft carriers. And the Air Force wants it for delivery of atomic bombs by 
ground-based, long-range “strategic” airplanes. The fight is furious, but cynical observers predict 
that the battle will end in a “cutting of the pie” — a division of funds among all three services, 
by mutual compromise. This, of course, will place a hard burden on the taxpayer. But, it will 
undoubtedly be hailed as a triumph of “the unified defense services”. 


The “pie-cutting” lies at the root of the fight between the Defense Department and the House 
of Representatives in recent weeks. The House, by a piece of limiting legislation, cut about $414 
billions from the budget requests by the Defense Department. There is little doubt that this cut 
might well prove eventually dangerous to the defense of the country. But, since the services refuse 
really to unify and to produce a reasonable defense system which would be supportable by a reason- 
able defense budget, the legislators could find no other alternative than the “meat-ax”. The legislators 
are subject to criticism, but less so than the generals and admirals — and their civilian superiors — 
who bear the: main responsibility. 
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Democrats in GOP Primaries: The example of the fight within the Texas GOP Convention high. 
lights this matter, and we have no doubt that the regular GOP officials in that state were well within | 
their rights in repelling an invading host of Democrats. Still, you cannot really understand the 
situation until you see it. ase 


We saw it at a meeting in our precinct in Washington, in the GOP primaries held here last week 
to elect delegates for a District of Columbia Republican convention. There the “Republicans-for-a. 
day” appeared in force, including a number of individuals whom we recognized as having held jobs 
for many years in the New and Fair Deal governments. They were out to defeat what they called 
the “Old Guard” and to nominate a soldier who, like themselves, had voted Democratic. Only a 
neighbor in a community could spot them, and properly interpret their applause for speeches in 
favor of Ike. After many years of familiarity with the Aesopian or double-talk language of left. 
wingers, we were able to understand the things said by strange people, so strangely in a strange 
primary. 


[A Texas subscriber happened in on us just as we were writing the above, and remarked that 


this description fitted well the precinct convention he had attended in West Texas just a few weeks 
previously. ] 


Taft won 39 out of 43 precincts in the District of Columbia GOP primaries and so at the District 
convention six delegates who favor Taft will be given credentials to the Chicago convention. Even 
the Democrats who “crossed over” had to admit they were fairly beaten and were clearly non-plussed 
by the great outpouring of voters (five times as many as in 1948). 


What obviously happened was this: The Ike forces, as usual, made so much noise that Taft 
supporters were spurred to come out in large numbers. Among the latter were many (maybe most of 
them) who had never voted in the D. C. primary at all. To use Sen. Taft’s own description, the 
formerly “uninterested voters” — after a decade of discouraging “me-tooism” — smelled a real fight 
and went to the polls in commanding numbers. It could be a portent — if Taft is nominated. 


















UN: Senator McCarran (Democrat, Nevada), Chairman of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate, 
addressed the following statement to his Committee on May 22: “I made an error which I shall regret 
all the days of my life when I voted for the United Nations.” (As reported by the Washington 
Times-Herald, page 1, May 24.) 


Point Four Grows: As frequently predicted in these columns in recent years, the relatively small 
appropriation for Point IV, “for technical advice”, was simply a placating maneuver, to get the 
Point IV organization started, to enable it to “insert its foot in the door”. Later, we forecasted, 
the bureaucratic demands of the Point IV organization would grow, with a vast international WPA 
as the end result. 











Last week, Congressman Lawrence Smith rose in the House of Representatives (on May 23) and 
pointed out that whereas Point IV “was designed to buy technical knowledge and assistance” for 
underdeveloped countries, “now they have gone far beyond that proposition. It is not only a matter 
of furnishing a few men but an endless number of projects never contemplated when the Point IV 
program was considered.” He revealed that a host of “teams” of persons from many foreign countries 
has been transported on visits to the U.S. to get “advice”; and that large bills for “supplies and 
equipment” are run up to inaugurate “a great WPA project on a global scale”. 


The Congressman disclosed that 505 teams from 15 European countries and 33 teams from 6 Far 
Eastern countries were sponsored during the calendar year 1951; and that the cost of this wholesale 
travel ran to over $7 million. Mr. Smith read into the Record (May 23, pp. 5969-72) a long list of 
these teams and the truly amazing number of projects which they were studying. For instance, twenty: 
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five teams for Belgium and Luxemburg had 25 projects of which “potato root eelworm control and 
eradication” is one and “National income statistics study” is another. And he went on to show that 
the Point IV program proposed for Ethiopia calls for 16 U.S. technicians costing $64,000 in salaries 
and supplies and equipment costing $478,150. Thus, supplies multiply the originally estimated cost 
of Point IV. 


Smith then introduced and the House passed an amendment limiting the amount of supplies and 
equipment for Point IV projects. . 


Buchananism Revived: Nearly two years ago, the infamous Buchanan Committee redefined “lobbying” 
as any “substantial effort” to influence legislation. If that definition had been legislatively activated, 


HUMAN EVENTS and every other advocate of legal limitations on government power could have been 
put under Executive ban. 


Last Tuesday, President Truman demonstrated that Buchananism is not dead. He lashed out 
against the campaigns conducted by private power companies against the efforts of the government to 
put us into the power business. He spoke to the delegates of the Electric Consumers Conference. 
(Our delegate, although we consume some electricity, was not invited; was yours?) He promised to 
see whether the Corrupt Practices Act could not be used to restrain the “pernicious political activities” 
of businessmen who are trying to save their enterprises from extinction by unfair socialized competition. 


It is all wrong, thought the President, for private power companies to spend “millions and millions” 
to show up the inadequacies of socialized power projects. He did not say a word about the many more 
millions of taxpayers’ money being spent by the bureaucracy to “sell” themselves, including socialized 
power projects, to the country. After all, the power companies are spending their own money. 


Hoosier Hustings: Throughout the country, the revolt against centralized government and the welfare 
state has been voiced in the various primary contests. For instance, in that highly individualistic 
commonwealth, Indiana, we have come across the following manifestations of this trend. 


One of the candidates for GOP nomination as Governor of Indiana is Samuel Harrell of the small 
city of Noblesville. He is fighting on a platform which proposes to return to townships, cities and 
counties all authority now held by the state of Indiana which can be performed as well or better and 
more economically on the local levels. This is in harmony with the Hoosier trend which appeared in 
the famous Jenner amendment (described in this column, October 3, 1951). Jenner at that time 


successfully altered the Federal Social Security law so that the states could effectively eliminate waste 
of money..on relief and social benefits. 


In another part of Indiana, we discover a GOP candidate for the state legislature running on 
an anti-Social Security platform. He is Mr. David Stouffer of South Bend, a small businessman who 
not long ago refused to pay the self-employment S.S. tax for 1951, after writing Secretary of the 
Treasury Snyder that Social Security is a “farce”. Stouffer wants people to vote for him, not in any 
expectation that he can do something about the Federal social security system as an Indiana legislator, 
but just as a protest against the institution itself. 


Education Front: Your Child Is. Their Target is the title of an article by Irene Corbally Kuhn, in 
which this noted journalist tells the amazing story of our educational system, how it was turned into 
an instrument for creating a socialistic society. Every parent, every American, should read it. 
(A copy can be had for $.15 from the Guardians for American Education, Inc., 225 Fifth Ave., 
New York 10, N. Y.) Irene Kuhn has done it again. Her piece in the American Legion Magazine 
of over a year ago exposed the pro-Red tendencies in the book review business, inspired a real cam- 


paign to reform that evil and — judging by the results today — has put the enemy very much on the 
defensive. 

































Economics for All: Why should a professor of economics find it necessary to appeal to a wider 
audience than that furnished him by his university? Why should he want to write a book on economics 
for the general public? It is a justifiable inference that he does so because either his classroom offers 
him an uncongenial atmosphere, or his departmental confreres are hostile to his ideas. He feels 
like a maverick because he is unfashionable, and goes to the public outside the campus to get a hearing. 
He appeals to the “academic freedom” that prevails in the free market place and not in the colleges, 


- Within the past month two eminent professors of economics have taken their wares to the public, 
Dr. William A. Paton, of the University of Michigan, offers his very readable Shirtsleeve Economics 
(Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., $4.00) and Dr. Lewis H. Haney, of New York University, continuing 
the work of his newspaper column, brings forth his How You Really Earn Your Living (Prentice-Hall, 
Iuc., paper bound $1.50; cloth bound $3.00). 


It is sufficient, in the short space at our disposal, to say that both books, while distinctly different 
in style and treatment, are clear, concise statements of the case for the free market. They both assert 
that the government is a non-producer and therefore has no other competence in the economic business 
of a nation than to maintain order. They both insist that the wealth of a nation is in proportion to 
its preductive capacity, not to the profligacy of the government. The market place, they hold, is the 
automatic regulator of all economic processes, operating without regard to the conceit of politicians; 
political intervention in the market place, they aver, can only result in a lowering of the national 
production. Both professors are for free trade, domestically and internationally, and both insist on a 
standard of money free from the whims of government officials. In short, both books are decidedly 
in opposition to the “controlled economy” ideas that presently dominate our college economics courses. 


But, why were these books written and published? Why did the professors bait their pens with a 
polemical style, abandoning the severe phraseology of the textbook, and why are they so anxious to 
brighten abstract theories with illustrations taken from the current scene? Why are they intent on 
winning the non-collegiate student? Professor Paton, who hits hard throughout his book, gives the 
answer thus: “The extent of the present-day uncritical acceptance of misleading slogans and unsound 
policies is undoubtedly due to the invasion of the American schoolroom — at all levels — by the 
apostles of Marx and their sympathizers.” 


So, it is necessary for conscientious professors to engage the public in a fight to liberate the class- 
room from these invaders. They come to the literate public with a warning: Since your sons and 
daughters are being indoctrinated, not taught, in the colleges, it is necessary that you acquaint your- 
self with the principles of economics so that you can effectively counteract this indoctrination; and 
simply because you can read, you can readily grasp these principles, which we present to you herewith 
without academic jargon. We are putting in your hands the demonstrable facts of economics which 
are being suppressed by those who have monopolized the college classroom, so that you can offset the 
influence of this indoctrination in the field of public affairs. There is the hope, too, that your acquain- 
tance with these principles will ultimately unseat the classroom monopolists. 


Both books deserve wide reading. Dr. Haney is most effective, we think, in his clear analysis 
of government bonds, and in his disposing of the notion that wars are paid for by future generations. 
Dr. Paton is at his best in ably and ruthlessly debunking bureaucratic economics. But, it is hard 
to make a choice. The debt of the public to these intrepid professors can only be paid off by the 
generous placing of their books in the hands of students. 
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(Historical note: The campaign addresses of William Elph' 8 y/ marked contrast to 
the oratory of other candidates for the Presidential nomination i instone opened his 
campaign at the Eistedfodd at Walhalla, Oconee County, South Car 


General Eisenhower was reading a speech in Abilene, Kansas. The remarks reproduced herewith 
are from this address.) 


T Is perhaps expected that a candidate for the most corrupted office within the 
I bestowal of the people should adopt an ingratiating approach toward the voters, who, 
after all, possess the power to do him the most mischief. Thus it has been the habit of 
some politicians to murmur such introductory endearments as “My Friends” to their natural 
enemies (and prey). These disingenuous salutations are said to have inspired a weepy 
emotional response. I trust that we need not mutually visit such indignities upon one 
another. 

In other particulars I fear that I must appear a most eccentric candidate. My hat 
is of an ordinary sort, not composed of the skins of nocturnal carnivorous animals. 
My apparel is a business suit, of a type recalled from the days when a system of free 
enterprise still prevailed. Its buttons are of bone, not of brass. 

No career in Wall Street investment banking has sharpened my concern for the 
underprivileged. I have never benefitted from a 27142 per cent tax write-off on a casual 
million made in oil, nor have I, through my inattention, contributed a single horse to 
the meat grinder. If I am known as Mister anything, it is simply as Mr. Elphinstone. 

These are admittedly serious defects in a Presidential candidate. Are they neces- 
sarily fatal? Possibly not. When, following his diplomatic triumphs in China, General 
Marshall flew to a distant city, the local press remarked with astonishment that the 
Secretary of State had come unaccompanied by bodyguards. The truer miracle, perhaps, 
was that he had arrived without benefit of wardens. So far, I am deemed sufficiently 
lucid to be allowed at large, and I shall stretch your tolerance by suggesting that, in 
view of the character of my immediate predecessors in high office, this is a sufficient 
recommendation for your consideration. 


I ANY EVENT, it is not your feelings, but mine, which prompt me to seek the White 
House. The punishment meted out by recent tenants has not served to callous my 
sensitivities, but to abrade them. I have felt impelled to act in self-defense. As Presi- 
dent, I shall do as little to injure myself as possible, and the benefits of this enlightened 
policy will, by extension, of course be yours. 
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I am inclined toward a mild trust im my capacity to satisfy myself in this role by 
reason of the indisputable fact that I am not twins. We are in an age described as that 
of Gemini Presidential candidates. This identical twinning (distinctive especially with 
the armadillo) , began with the Messrs. Roosevelt and Willkie and has persevered through 
succeeding campaigns, so that now it achieves its apotheosis in the design to couple a five 
star yes-man with the spiritual legatee of 20 years of the most ineffable misrule since the 
consulate of Caligula’s horse. 

As the adherent of a party which sometimes has conceived it to be the duty of an 
opposition to oppose, I shall not profess to admire what I despise, even though to do so 
might earn me the approbation of certain influential organs of carbon copy opinion, 
These may persist in the clamor that the way the Republican Party should seek to 
prevail is by placing a Trojan elephant within the city of donkeys; but as one who 
still credits himself with the ability to distinguish between label and content, I reject 
the suggestion. Faust for a time profited by his bargain, but there is no dispute about 


who wound up in custody of his soul. 


So, by easy stages, we arrive at the always vexing subject of foreign policy. Let 
us face it: American essays in the regulation of world morals have demonstrated that 
we don’t have the brains for the job. Consequently, I shall not enshrine the late 
Vandenberg as a model. He who is enticed to the “bipartisan” connubial couch need 
not be surprised when the denouement is another traveling salesman’s story in deplor- 
ably bad taste. 


In fiscal matters I should be inclined to keep the household allowance in the sugar 
bowl and to be modest in my expectations. The global monitory mission is not profit- 
able, although sometimes so on a parochial scale, as we learn from the history of 
O’Dwyer’s police. On the world beat the policeman at length becomes too impover- 
ished to replace his uniform. As Korea suggests, he also may be badly roughed up. 


T WILL SEEM academic to rational citizens to discuss domestic affairs as long as they 
are subordinate, as now, to overriding foreign commitments. We have been assured 
often enough by the Administration which visited the existing tax calamities upon us 
that 90 per cent of the swag is dedicated to payment of past wars and preparation for 
new wars. If I were responsible, that is not a confession I should care to make. 
If, however, the attempt be made to divorce domestic matters from foreign policy, 
the first pitfall to avoid is that of confusing the velocity of the dollar with what is 
known as ‘“‘an expanding economy”. Some citizens are misled into thinking that they 


glimpse an unparalleled prosperity simply because money is moving with the speed of 
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puffed rice subjected to a betatron. It is only necessary to hold the head still for a 
moment to discover that the dollars do not pause in flight. Those which find a tem- 
porary lodgment on your person are gone again before you can say “John Snyder”: 


It is equally hallucinative to believe that every farmer can continue receiving gov- 
ernment checks until his monel metal silo is completed, or that he should be encour- 
aged to collect conservation payments on enameled wooden nest eggs. The practice of 
sheltering sure votes at the expense of political dissenters in those warrens known as 
public housing projects does not commend itself to me. Nor would I perpetuate for 
another day the long-standing dispensation whereby the landlord’s presence is barely 
tolerated on his own premises. 


In brief, the bad news is that all “benefits”, bounties and rackets of whatsoever 
sort will go glimmering, and a million federal check writers will be placed at liberty 
to practice the art against their own bank accounts, or, lacking these, to turn to forgery. 
Those who have been on the receiving end may consult McGuffey and rediscover the 
forgotten joys of virtuous toil. They also have my consent to experience, for a change, 
the heady sensation of risking their own money. 


It has been customary of late to offer the public a political “deal” of one sort or 
another, as if these penniless profiteers, the office seekers or office holders, had some- 
thing to offer in exchange for the voter’s soul. The gullible who feel richer for having 
robbed their own pockets have not had the wit to see that such “deals” are backed with 
their own money. I must disappoint them by proposing no deal at all. 


While it is axiomatic that the state is an institution forced by a victorious group 
upon a defeated group, and having for its object the exploitation of one class by 
another, it is apparent that the day is fast approaching when the Treasury, like the 
quondam rich, will offer little better pickings than Mother Hubbard’s cupboard. 
We are at the point of the Roman Empire at the end of the Second Century, when 
it cost so much to support the state that there was not enough production to pay 
the bills. 


S° IT 1s that the lesson on the wall reads: ‘The locusts have slept here.” In these 

circumstances, it is the likely destiny of anyone assuming the Presidential office 
to preside over a rather glum congregation. We shall all gather in the parlor, with the 
drapes drawn, to hear the reading of the will, only to learn that Uncle Franklin and 
Uncle Harry took the cash and let the credit go, so that there is nothing for any of us 
but sharing the funeral expense. 








As another perspicacious superfluous man once observed, driving jobholders out of 
office is as unrewarding as the discredited practice of driving prostitutes out of town, 
for their places are immediately taken by others precisely like them. Albert Jay Nock, 
































‘B 





whom I quote, long ago observed that the talk of “liberalizing” the Republican Party Vol. D 
merely meant that if those of this disposition had their way the New Deal would be a 
here to stay, as a permanent resource of waste and theft, and that the Republican Party The ] 
would simply be seeking to compete for the management of it. ne a 

This is an ambition which I must confess I do not share. Let others promise you ah 
four freedoms, or a baker’s dozen; the one freedom which I seek for my own benefit sible 
is the freedom to be left alone. I shall not confer upon you circuses or war, the will 
nirvana of “security” or ‘welfare’? by promissory note. om 

It is my unique ambition to be a weak President — the weakest possible. It will the ci 
be my object — barring the possibility that I must deal with a Congress of loons — to * 
dismantle the gingerbread castle of government; to demolish the trappings, the retinue 
and the power of the state; to destroy its capacity to interfere in your lives. In this o 
way the ideal of justice will be restored to the Republic — that justice of which Chief “The 
Justice Jay said that it “is always the same, whether it is due from one man to a PLE 
million, or from a million to one man’’. va | 

To attain this end, I shall adopt the outlook of Mr. Nock: “In my view, which ond 
I believe is the historical view, no good ever came from the application of one injustice level 
to the cure of another. No good ever came, nor I believe can ever come, of a mere in T 
shifting of preponderance among economic groups or social classes; nor yet out of any We : 
change from one economic system to another which does no more than shift the inci- woul 
dence of injustice. I can not see that this has anything in common with radicalism or ~ 
conservatism. I should say it is about equally far from both.” 

The politician in America has hitherto served as an extension of the insufficient = 
citizen’s ego. “We won!” is enough the day after election for the multitude which Sulzl 
attains its highest fulfillment by identification with crass and crafty robbers hungering na 
for the combination to the safe. Such people live their dream through the spurious 
symbols of candidates and parties who are always indifferent to their existence, except nati¢ 
in November, every fourth year. I shall try to spare you the opium of this substitute 
religion. I shall endeavor to save you from yourselves, incident to the attempt to save lishe 
myself from you. The only thing you have to fear is the politician himself. os 

George Morgenstern, the author of Pearl Harbor—The Story of Secret War (Devin-Adair, 1947), pape 
has contributed other articles to HUMAN EVENTS. 
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